
2004/G208

G208-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G095

G095-1
Thank you for the suggestion. Adobe was selected because it is
available on the web for free and therefore would be available to all.
Because of this level of accessibility, it was determined that it was
the best choice at this time.



2004/G049

G049-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G282

G282-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G348

G348-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G339

G339-1
Chapter 3 contains additional information and an updated analysis
on Project alternatives. Other proposed LNG projects in California
do not represent alternatives to the proposed Project because they
could occur whether or not Cabrillo Port receives a license and a
lease. Section 4.20 describes and evaluates the cumulative effects
of other proposed LNG projects and Cabrillo Port.

G339-2
The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission (CCC) studies that evaluated nearly
100 locations. Appendix E contains excerpts from the CCC studies.
Sections 3.3.7 and 3.3.9 discuss alternate locations and
technologies that were considered.

As described in Section 3.3.7.2, only sites located in water depths
less than 750 feet were evaluated in the CCC’s 1978 LNG Terminal
Siting Study due to subsea installation constraints existing at the
time. The proposed deepwater port is in approximately 2,900 feet of
water and it is seaward from the Coastwise Traffic Lanes. It is also
outside of the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary and the
Channel Islands National Park, which were not in existence at the
time of the CCC studies.

Section 3.3.7.4 has been updated with additional information and
siting criteria. Section 3.4.2 contains an analysis of the Ventura
Flats alternative site, which was selected as the optimal location in
the 1978 CCC Study. The Anacapa alternative site was also
evaluated.

Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in



determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

2004/G339



2004/G332

G332-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G362

G362-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G521

G521-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G365

G365-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G132

G132-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G404

G404-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G124

G124-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G225

G225-
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G532



2004/G532

G532-1
A Revised Draft EIR was recirculated in March 2006 under the
CEQA for an additional public review period of 60 days. Sections
1.4 and 1.5.3.2 contain additional information on this topic.

Federal guidance regarding the level of information required under
NEPA is provided in 40 CFR 1502.22(b), which states that the EIS
must include: (1) a statement that such information is incomplete or
unavailable; (2) a statement of the relevance of the incomplete or
unavailable information to evaluating reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse impacts on the human environment; (3) a
summary of existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to
evaluating the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts
on the human environment, and (4) the agency's evaluation of such
impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research methods
generally accepted in the scientific community.

The State CEQA Guidelines discuss forecasting in section 15144:
"Drafting an EIR or preparing a Negative Declaration necessarily
involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the
unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts
to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can." Section 15145 of
the State CEQA Guidelines states, however: "If, after thorough
investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too
speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion
and terminate discussion of the impact."

The document conforms to the above requirements.

G532-2
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 contains an updated analysis of
the potential noise impacts on the marine environment. Mitigation
measures, such as BioMar-5a, 5b, and 5c, have been added in
addition to the Applicant Measures to reduce the potential noise
impacts on the marine environment.



2004/G532

G532-3
Section 4.7.1 contains information on background information on
the marine species in the area. Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4
contains information on potential noise impacts on marine
mammals. Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 contains information
on potential noise impacts on marine biota other than marine
mammals, such as sea turtles. Section 4.20.3 discusses cumulative
impacts within resource specific subject areas, including noise.



2004/G532

G532-4
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 contains updated information on
potential noise impacts on the marine environment and mitigation
measures to address such impacts.

G532-5
Section 4.20.3.7 contains an updated analysis of the potential
cumulative contribution of Project-related and other offshore noise
on the marine environment.

G532-6
See reponses to Comments G532-3 and G532-5.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G522

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G522



2004/G418

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G161

G161-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G291

G291-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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